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i=ebruary 1, 1993

Ms Donna Searcy
Secretary. FCC
1919 MStreet NW
Washington. DC 20554

RE: FCC Docket

Dear Ms Searcy:

Re-Farming

I. as The Sheriff of Tuscaloosa County am greatly concerned with the
impact that will result from implementation of FCC Docket 92-235 dealing
with Frequency Re-farming and eliminating the existing Part 90 Rules and
Regulations. The realities imposed by these rule changes may provide
spectrum efficiency in the VHF and UHF designated frequencies. but this
will come at the expensE 8f those agencj.es involved with serving Alabama's
citizens in life-threatening and loss of property situations,

Who will benefit by these proposed rule changes? I believe the
beneficiaries will be the private sector including RCC's (new and Old),
radio equipment manufacturers. local radio maj.ntenance shops, radio
frequency coordination organizations. and possibly the FCC through
increased filing fees and licensing costs, T. as well as other Law
Enforcement Administrators believe that many of ~~~~a'~ Public Safety
and $peciEl ErrLer.9.~QC:Y A9.€?o.c~ie.~ l"ii 11 not overcome the consequences of radio
communications restructuring in the foreseeable future. My Thinking is
based upon the folloi',Jing considerations appropt-iate to Alabama's radio
communication his:ory. geography. population. political divisions. and our
financial predicarnent,

In a number of respects this re-farming proposal is similar to the FCC's
implementation of narrow band that occurred in the 1950's. Alabama's
nistorical solution to the narrow band implementation problem was
partially resolved with the infusion of LEPA funds in the 70·s. In
reality. it only pushed a limited number of Alabama's qualified t.ublic
9..C!fety and gegcial t:.l1le..r:9.E:'ncy A9.~C:;.te.§ into VHF or UI-F. Available dollars.
again. was the limiting factor. It did not solve our Public Q~let~ and
~~ial !;.!!l€?cse.nc..1' i-adio communications pt-oblems. Insteacl it provided the
basis for the existing pr-oblems resulting from f\.lC!.QC3ill.~§ E'.L,.lblic:; g§..fety and
gee.,gtal t:.fI]gC9.~QJ~.1 Ag€?Dg1g§.' communications oeing spread througn four
frequency spectrum"s instead Gf Gne.

Yes. I would prefer- going to 800 Mhz Trunked Radio, but the Sheri ff' s
Department does not have the funding base to accomplish this in the
foreseeable futurE,



Alabama State government has experienced a form of fiscal proration for
six (6) of the last ten (10) years. Our legislature has been unable to
pass tax reform measures for education or anything else. Many local
governments have passed increased sales taxes in their attempts to
continue to provide the same level of services to their communities. From
my point of view, the financial well is dry. Forced or coerced changes in
national radio communication rules and regulations will neither increase
emergency response communications in these times of recession, state
proration, nor help alleviate our runaway national debt. I believe that
these proposed changes will probably lessen our ability to serve our
citizens.

The FCC proposal will destroy existing abilities and will incur additional
expense in maintaining the same levels of citizen services, and it may be
detrimental to increasing the current ability to effectively or
economically respond to citizens' life threatening. casualty, or property
needs.

The FCC proposal does provide for spectrum efficiency without addressing
the needs of agencies that have spent the past twenty years or more years
just trying to get a usable communications system. There are instances
where most of these agencies will not be able to afford the proposed
modification at a $100.00 per mobile and portable, or the $1,000 dollar
cost associated with base stations and repeaters. The concept of frequency
loading as a factor should be measured against population density and
distribution, not just arbitrary geographical distances. The FCC knows
from experience that separation alone does not limit interference or
provide adequate coverage. These fifty United States share many
commonalties, but their differences should be recognized in the
implementation of any national policy.

I believe that creating new channels with 5 kHz s~paration seems peculiar
when the manufacturers have agreed that 6.25 kHz was feasible. Further
complications will arise in asking agencies to maintain their exclusivity
bas~d on unrealistic loading for small communities. Existing radio
interference intermodulation, and co-channel problems will not be resolved
by allowing entities to file for adjacent channels. Single sideband radio
equipment will not help us in terms of expense or in terms of inter­
operability with existing radios. The concept of a single coordinating
agency will be a political nightmare and the sharing a single coordination
database (already filled with inaccuracies) does not inspire those who
have recently filed for UHF frequencies.

The FCC approved Alabama State Plan for Public Safety and Special
Emergency Radio Communications identified many of these same problems that
FCC Docket 92-235 attempts to resolve. But without a source for funding
our Public Safety and Special Emergency Agencies, the only positive change
will be the FCC rules and regulations. My understanding of Alabama's
current radio communications leads me to believe that implementation of
this proposal will assure that Alabama's Public Safety and Special
Emergency radio communications will continue to lag behind as we compete
with all the other pressing needs of our citizens. The implementation of
these proposed rule changes will increase our liability for the service
providers lzen ali~

Edmund M. "Ted" Sexton, Sr.
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